
July 15, 1997

BDAC Ecosystem Restoration Work Group
Update of Activities

Major Discussion Points frown Work Group Meetings

Development of the Ecosystem Restoration Pro_~ram Plan

Th~ CAZ,FED Bay-Delta Program has developed an Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan
(HRPP) whose goal is to ~mprov~ ~d increase aquatic and terrestrial habitats and
improve �cologic.a] functions in the Bay-Delta to support sustMnablo populations of
diverse and valuable plant and animal species. The foundation of tim ERPP is that
restoration of ecological processes (associated with strearaflow, stream channels,
watersheds and floodplains) will create and maintain habitats essmatial to species
dependent on the Delta. Throe volumes comprise th~ ERPP describing the visiong for the
ecosystem elements (Volume 1), th~ visions for the Ecological Zones (Volume Ill and th~
visions for adaptive management (Volum~ 111). The F, xoeutive Summary of the ERPP
was released in April and Volume I was released at the end of Juno. Volumes iI and III
arc anticipat’:,d to b~ available in late July. Upon th~ reloa.~e of Volume fit, a 45-day
public review period will begin. The BDAC Ec~systcm Rostoralion X,Vork Group has
identifiexl and discussed several issues of importance relevant to the ERPP.

Scientific m~c~rtainty and other issues inhercnt in the ERPP should b~ evaluated
~rough a pe~r review process of the ERPP.

A good adaptive management strategy is ossentiaI to the successful
implementation of the ERPP. The Work Group discussed the rol~ of adaptiv~
management in th~ ERPP and reviewed the general rexluirem~nUq of a successful
adaptive manage, merit plan. The Work Group guggestr, d that assurances am
critical for a.quccessful adaptive management plan.. Th~ Work group will discuss
assurances and adaptive management [umre meetings.

Develo_x~ment Of the Scie~_..0fl¢ Review Panel for the ERpP

T~ Work G~up ex~s~d th~ n~d for an ind~ndcnt scientific panel ~view of the
E~P ~d p~vid~d input into a pmp~a] for establishing and conducting such a ~viow.
~� Work ~oup dis~ss~ the ~s and s~uctu~ for a facili~ted Scientific Review
Pm~el, ~I~tm crimda for p~olists and ~hnioM adviso~ to the P~I, s~ of ~view,
~d potential questions ~o help ~tide panel ~ussions. ~ following outllnes major
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issues discussed by the Work Group.

Process and Structure for a Facilitated Scientific Review:
¯     The process should be open to the public with some type of opportunity for public

comment. The extent to which public comment should be port of the process
varied considerably among Work Group participants. Some participants favored
minimal public comment to a!low the panel to do the work asked of it, while
others wanted significant public comment even if it limited deliberation time
among the panel members.
There should be interaction between scientists on the Panel and technical advisors
to help the Panel ~tay focussed on the issues at hand.

¯ There may be a need to continue a Scientific Review Panel into the future,
however, there was no clear consensus on dais.

Timing:
There was considerable discussion regarding the timing of the Scientific Review Panel
relative to the public review period for the ERPP.

Some partleipants felt that convening the Panel during the public review period of
the ERPP could stimulate interest in the ERPP, encourage public participation,
help reviewers of the ERPP refine comments based on the Panel’s findings, and
occur before stakeholder viewpoints had been polarized.
Other participants felt that convening the Panel following tiae public review period
of the ERPP could provide public comments to focus the Panel’s deliberation and
give more time for people to reviem and commertt on the ERPP and attend the
Panel workshop.

Selection Criteria of Pandlsts and Technical Advisors to the Pand:
The Work Group provided input on the selection criteria for both the Scientific Review
Panel and the technical advigors. Additionally, Work Group participants provided
nominations of scientists who met the criteria. Discussion at the Work Group focused on
the following issues:

Di~ussed and agt~d upon crimria for selecliou of Panelists and technical
advis~mg. An ideal number of Panelists is between ten and fifteen.

* There was general agreement that to ensure objectivity Panelists should not be
actively involved in tlxe Bay-Delta system. The Panel should be comprised of
scientists from outside of the system who haw no direct linkage to a research
effort, nor have an "advocacy" role in the system.

o The Panel should be �omprised on scientists representing a diversity of diseiplilles
including landscape ecologists, fisheries/aquatic biologists, physical process
scientists, and terremriallwetland ecologists,

o Members of the Panel should be. "system"-level scientists,
o There should be broad repre~sentation of stakeholder interests mnong the technicM

advisors to the Panel. Technical advisors will be utilized in two ways: 1) to assist
in preparing background material desoribing issues related to ~toh question; and
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2) b¢ available w provide assistmme during deliberations of the Panel.

Scope of Review and Potential ~fl~s ~ Guide P~ ~s~ions:
To ~ fl~ s~p¢ of the P~el’s ~view, th~ W~k ~up h~ ~vi~ input on
qu¢sti~s ~ guide ~e P~ei dis~ssion. Discussion by th~ Work ~up h~g f~s~ on
~e follo~ng i~ms:
¯ ~e sco~ of review of the E~P will ~s on a broad ~valuafion of ~o ~ientiflc

tenets ~d ~v fo~dmions on which ~e E~P is buiiL
¯ ~tions have ~n form~ ~d briefings will ~ar~ Io p~vide

b~und n~y to un~d the system, highlight smkehold~ i~u~ of
~n~m m~ng fl~ sysmm ~d ~e ~P, ~d ~ derive information ~cd by
C~D to }mp~ve the ERPP.

D|¢eus~;ton Points for Future Meefinv_s

Continue discussion and provide input on the faeilitate, d Scientific Review of the
ERPP.
Review subsequent ERPP Volumem as they become available in July and August
Participate in Scientific Review PanM workshop to be held in September
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